REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

The Examiner previously rejected claims 1-4 and 32-40. Applicant requests that 
the Examiner consider these remarks in light of the amendments made in response. 

I. Amendments 

Claim 1 has been amended to incorporate the limitations of claim 2, and in addition 
point out that the lightshaping diffuser is integral to the outside surface of the cylinder. 
Claims 3 and 4 have been amended for clarity. Claims 32 to 40 have been amended for 
clarity and to change the statutory class to method claims. 

II. Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 102 

A. As Amended, Claims 1, 3 and 4 Are Not Anticipated By 
WO 91/1225 

Claim 1 has been amended to contain the limitations of having a diffuser surface on 
the external side of the cylinder and having an interior hollow circumferential surface. 
WO 91/1225 does not anticipate claims 1, 3 and 4 because of that limitation. 

WO 91/1225 discloses an embossing machine roller and the method of making an 
embossing machine roller. The disclosed embossing machine roller itself is not hollow. 
See Figures 2-4. Further, the method of making the roller comprises the following steps: 

1. providing a master roller; 

2. placing the master roller inside a sleeve; 

3. filling the void between the master roller and the sleeve with silicone casting 
rubber, and then setting and curing the rubber; and 

4. removing the master roller . 
WO 91/1225 at page 7, lines 1-20. 

At this stage, there is an image of the master roller formed interior to the sleeve. 
Although there is a hollow structure at this stage, the diffuser is formed on the interior 
of it, not the exterior of it as required by the amended claim. 

The process continues: 

5. inserting a mandrel into the inner diameter of the casting material; 

6. inserting a heat resistant relatively soft resilient material into the gap between 
the casting material and the mandrel; 

7. hardening and curing the material to form an externally cast layer on the 
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mandrel; 

8. removing the mandrel and the cast layer together 
WO 91/1225 at page 7, line 22 to page 8 line 3. 

At all times the replicated embossing machine roller of WO 91/1225 is not hollow, 
even though it does have a pattern on its exterior. Accordingly, WO 91/ 1225 does not 
teach or suggest those elements being present in the same structure at the same time. 

Further, WO 91/1225 does not disclose lightshaping diffusers. While a lightshaping 

diffuser can be holographically formed in a photosensitive medium (see paragraph 

[0101] describing part 110B of the present specification) such diffusers can also be cast, 

as exemplified in paragraphs [0104] to [0156]. Further, not all holograms are 

lightshaping diffusers - there is no mention of lightshaping diffusers in the art that 

support the rejections. 

B. As Amended, Claims 1, 3 and 4 Are Not Anticipated By The 
Disclosure of Watkins et al. 

Watkins does not disclose a seamless hollow cylinder that bears a seamless 
lightshaping diffuser on the exterior. As with WO 91/1225, Watkins et al. do not disclose 
lightshaping diffusers, but rather disclose holograms. As disclosed earlier, while light- 
shaping diffusers may be formed with holographic methods, not all holograms are light 
shaping diffusers, and not all light-shaping diffusers are formed by developing 
holograms. 

In addition, Watkins does not disclose a "hollow cylinder." Watkins et al. disclose 
forming an embossing tool starting with a "rigid cylinder." See Watkins, at col. 2, lines 
58-59. Therefore, at this initial stage (which is not an embossing tool) it fails to meet the 
limitations of claim 1. Anything later disposed on the "rigid cylinder" is not hollow, as 
required by claim 1. 

Further, Watkins does not disclose a "seamless" master or a "seamless" lightshaping 
diffuser. Watkins discloses forming a repeating pattern on metal placed on the exterior 
of the rigid cylinder. See Watkins, at col. 3, lines 28-30. The tooling described does is 
not cited to avoid witness lines, a problem of the art recognized by WO 91/ 1225. See WO 
91/1225 at page 3, lines 28-29. As the disclosure of Watkins does not appear to be 
concerned with holographic images, it maybe that fine witness lines were not relevant 
to the art that Watkins applies to. However, Watkins is silent as to making a seamless 
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master of a lightshaping diffuser. 

However, the methods of Watkins go on to describe the forming of tooling on the 
outside of the solid master, much as WO 91/1225 did. However, Watkins appears to 
teach not the formation of a cylinder all at one go, but instead a tool for forming 
cylindrical segments. See Watkins at Figures 1 & 2. In particular, the plating mandrel is 
folded to release, indicating that it is not a cylinder that is formed. See Watkins, at col. 4, 
lines 11-13. 

The disclosure of Watkins leads either to an embossing tool with a solid core, that is, 

not hollow, (See Figure 29) or a belt on a pair of rollers, that is, not a hollow cylinder. 

Accordingly, at no stage do Watkins et al. disclose the invention of claim 1. 

C. As Amended, Claims 1, 3 and 4 Are Not Anticipated By The 
Disclosure of Parker et al. 

Like WO 91/1225 and Watkins et al., Parker et al. do not disclose a seamless hollow 
cylinder that bears a seamless lightshaping diffuser on the exterior. As with WO 91/1225 
and Watkins et al., Parker et al. do not disclose lightshaping diffusers, but rather 
disclose holograms. As disclosed earlier, while light-shaping diffusers may be formed 
with holographic methods, not all holograms are light shaping diffusers, and not all 
light-shaping diffusers are formed by developing holograms. 

The drawing does not show a hollow cylinder. At column 5, lines 21-26, Parker et al. 
disclose a bar or roller of any suitable length or diameter, and makes no mention of 
hollowness or inside dimension tolerance. 

Further, the disclosure of Parker et al. does not disclose a solution to the problem of 
witness lines solved by this invention, and raised as being an issue in the art by WO 
91/1225. Accordingly, Parker et al. do not disclose a "seamless" cylinder or a "seamless" 
lightshaping diffuser. 

III. Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. 103 

The rejections of claim 3 in the prior officer action are obviated by the amendments 
to claim 1. Accordingly, claim 3 is patentable for at least the reasons that claim 1 is. 

The rejections of claim 40 appear to have been made as if claim 40 depended from 
claim 1. Claim 40 is patentable for at least the reasons that claim 32 is patentable. 
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IV. Conclusion 

It is respectfully submitted that the subject application is in condition for 
allowance, and a Notice of Allowance is earnestly solicited. Should the Examiner have 
any questions, or find that conversation with Applicant's attorney would advance the 
application, please contact the undersigned attorney at the phone number below. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Erik B. Flom, Esq. 
Registration No. 41,021 



Dated: April 11. 2008 
WELSH & KATZ, LTD. 
Customer No. 24628 
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